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This paper represents the views of the aathor and does not
necessarily reflect the official opinion of the Air War College ar
the Department of the Air Force. In accordance with Air Force
Regulation 110-8, it is not copyrighted but is the property of the
United States government.

Loan copies of this document may be obtained through the
interlibrary loan desk of Air University Library, Mazwell Air Force
Base, Alabama Z6112-855464 (telephone [205]1 293-7227F or AUTOVON
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: Lieutenants Frofessional Development in an Institutional/
Occupational (I1/0) and Officer Profes;ignal Development (OFD)
Context AUTHOR: Bruce L. Ullman, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

This paper examines the Air Force officer corps in terms
of the needs of its junior officers for a grounding in
officership. It validates the I1/0 concept of military
professionalism and compares it with recent trends in the Air
Force Lo combat careerism that have been codified under the term
OFD.

The paper evaluates the degree of institutionalism among
junior Air Force officers and attempts to discover what
maechanisms exist to draw them away from institutionalism and
Loward a more occupational outlook. The relationship of OFD to
170 15 discussed and lieutenants development programs are
caompared among the four Services.

The paper concludes that, while OFD made a major
conktribubion boward moving the Air Force officer corps away from
careerism, 1t miszed the mark in terms of institutionalizing
Lieuwtenants. Subtle changes in emphasis in OFD are necessary to
counter Lthiw end an initiative originally recommended by the OFD

Varking Group bubt not approved, should be reconsidered.
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EIOGRAFHICAL SKETCH

Lieutenant Colonel Eruce Ullman has been an education and
training officer for most of his twenty year career. His interest
and expertise in the military education of junior officers stems
from assignments as a faculty member at Sguadron Officer School
and at West Virginia University where he was selected the
outstanding Air Force ROTC instructor in the nation for 1979.

Colonel Ullman has been intimately involved in the concept
of Officer Professional Development (OFD) from 1ts 1nception in
August 127, when he was selected to be a member of the OFD
Working Group chartered by the Chief of Staff, USAF. As the
memnber most acquainted with education issues, he was responsible
for many of the OFD initiatives in the area of professional
military education.

Colonel Ullman ‘s education and training experience also
includes command of a basic military training squadron, and
assignments ag Assistant Chief of Staff at Air University
headquarters and Chief of the Professional Education Frograms
Eranch, Deputy Chief of Staff, Fersonnel, HL USAF.

Colonel Ullman is a distinguished graduate of Squadiron
Officer School and Air Command and Staff College, and holds a
bachelors degree in History from Rutgers University and masters
degrees in College Student Administration from New York
University and Fublic Administration frem Auburn University-
Montgomery. He is currently a student at the Air War College.
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CHAFTER I
INTRODUCTION

In fAugust 1987, Air Force Chief p+ Staff, General Larry D.
Vielch, approved the creation of the Officer Professional
Development (OFD) Working Group under the auspices of the Deputy
Chief of Staff, Fersonnel. This group, headed by the Deputy
Director of Fersonnel Flans, was directed %o work in tandem with
the Ut+icer Evaluation System (0ES) Group formed earlier at the Air
Foroe Ml]ltarykPer=0nne1 Center to examine and to recommend changes
Lo those 1nstitutional processes in the Air Force personnel and
educalion syslems that promoted "careerism” over "professionalism.”

Though the resulting changes wetre ambitious and beneficial,
they missed the marlk in one important area—--the institutionalizing
0t newly commissionaed officers. . The OFD Growup concentrated both on
reducing care2rism ond on promoting professionalism, but may nol
have decoled enough ef fort to defining the latter. The result was
that certain 1mitiratives critical to the overall efrort ware not
approven]l.  Had the case for these initiatives been made more
ztrongly and presented in the context of a sociologically
recognilzed construcl snch as Moskos® institubional/occupational
(J]/0) thesis, the result may have been different.

The unease with careerism that spawned OFD was not new in
1987. The tendency for Air Force officers to "map out” careers to

"£111 the squares" necessary for advancement—--early Frofessional




Military Education (FME), selection for the Air Staff Training
Frogram (ASTRA), a masters degree, major command or fAir Staff jobs
as early as possible—--was evident in the 19270s. In fact, an Air
Force-wide study late in the decadé (Impact 77) identified some
disturbing tendencies in this direction and suggested some causes.
They included: changes in society at large, the normal effects of
ending & war, the impact of the McMamara era, a concern at all
levels over erosion of benefits, and a loss of the leadership’s
self-esteem through Vietnam criticism, including the over-—
centralization that resulted (1:36-3Z8). Some senior leaders at the
time, notably General Wilbur Creech, commander of Tactical Air
Command, decided to attack the last cause. His ghilosophy of
pushing decisions down to the lowest possible level and instilling
a sense of pride and ownership in small, unit-level teams spread
during the early 1980s. General Welch took this shilosophy with
ftim when he became Chief of Staff in 1986.

The detrimental effects of caresrism were recognized by
officers outzide the Ailr Force. In August 1986, Marine Corgs
Lieutencn’ Colonel Roger A. Wrolstad wrote that reform, whatever

its source, should be directed at "...one common human
characteristic that has a disastrous effect on the military’'s
ability to perform in battle——careerism.” He called 1t the
"taproot of military disintegration.®" (2:28)

Wrolstad blamed careerism on three things: the
conservative nature of soldiering which is characterized by
resistance to change; modern materialistic society which requires

tangible evidence of success, and, most of all, the peacetime

system itself, "...in which careerists soon realize that




advancement is assisted by their ability to create an illusion of
prafessional competence..." through artificial measures. He went
on to list four major effects of caree;ism that erode military
effectiveness: cronyism and & strdggle to attach oneself to a
"sponsor, " becoming a syncophant in the process; superficiality,
vhere complex ideas and hard choices are reduced tg cliches, and
style triuwnphs over substance; personal aggrandizement above that
vhich 1s normally associated with rank and status; and selective
accountability with loyalty to superiors or one’s career rather
than to the institution. (2:26)

Wrolstad recommended a treatment that begins with a
recoynttion of the problem and then applies a Service-wide regimen
from the highest levels down to the grassroots. This was precisely
the way General Welch approached the problem in the fAir Force with
the OFD and OES Groups in 1987-88.

The OFD Group made 25 recommendations from assignment and

vbilizabron policy to military 2ducation. These were presentezd io

ot

feneral Welch on 12 Januwary 1988. He subsequently tool the OF]
imrtiatives to two COROMNA meetings of the Air Force senior
leadership Lo get major command reaction, and also directed they be
precented to the Air Force Council. The majority of the
niliatives were approved and implemented by the appropriate

funcbional oftices of primary tresponsibility beginning in 1989%.
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CHAFTER I1

FHILOSOFHY OF OFFICER FROFESSIONAL DEVELOFMEMT

The philosophy behind OFD is grounded in the idea that it
is better for the Air Force (or any military Ssrvice), and therefore - -~
better for the nation, if its corps of officers behaves i1n ways that
suppart larger, institutional goals in peace as well as in war. BEud,
what kinds of behavior characterize this "institutional®
orientation?® What kinds of behavior are "anti-institubional?”

A general answer to the first gquestion can be found in
popular fimerican culture. The public we serve knows what "service
means when it comes to the military. The following gquotes (J::xiii)
illustrate the point:

They looked upon themselves as men who lived by higher

standards of behavior than civilians, as men who vere
bearers and protectors of the most important values ot
American life, who maintained a sense of discipline while
civilians abandoned themselves to hedonizm,; who maantained
a sensa of honor while civilians lived by opportunisn and
areed.

from The Right Stuff

I go anywhere in the world they tell me %o go, any time
they tell me= to, to fight anybody they want me to fight.
I move my family anywhere they tell me to move, on a day’s
notice. and live in whatever quarters they assign me. [ .
work vwmienever they tell me to work...I don't belong to a
union and I don’t strike if I don’t like what they 're doing
to me. And I like it. FHMaybe that’'s the difference.

from A Country Such as This

The opposite of this selfless dedication to service is a

kind of freedom available only to civilians. It is not necessarily




the freedom to live by hedonism, opportunism or greed, but the
freedom to behave in ways that are motivated by more self-serving
stimul i-—money, comfort, personal powe} and prestige. In the civil
seclor thais comes ftom the world o% worlk, from the occupation. In
general, we judge success in an occupational sense by how well we
perform the specialized tasks associated with the occupation. Does
this mean that the concepts of institutionalism and occupationalism
are mutually exclusive; that the perfect military man is unconcerned
with occupational eupertise and the successful civilian has no
stitukional loyalty or values? We characterize both as
professionals, but what do we mean by that? What mix of instatubion
and accupation is the best in the military profession and haw do we
decide which behavior falls into which category?

Charles Mashkos introduced the institutional/occupational
(I/0) thewis in 1977. 7o Moskos, "An institution iz legitimated in
Lerm- of values and norms, that is, a pwrpose transcending
individual self-interest in favor of a presumed highoer good. ™ (Z:is)
MHember = of on nstitulion ses themselves following a calling, being
apart from the resi of society, functioning in a culture under rules
that are unigue. They identify primarily with those who share this
uniquenecs, tegardless of what tasks each performs 1n support of the
institution. They are motivated by internal and intrinsic rewards
and compensated largely "in-kind."

On the other hand, "An occupation ie legitimated in terms
aof the marietplace. sSupply and demand...are paramount.” (Z:17)
Members of an occupational group see themselves as sharing a set of
skills and tashs designed to accomplish certain definable ends.

They have some say in compensation and working conditions (usually

(4}
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through unions) and determine their relative value in terms of slill
in the specialty. They are mot.vated by exntrinsic rewards such as
pay and identify more with like spz2cialists outside the employing
organization than with the intereste of the organization rtself or
its other members in other specialties.

Eeginning in the 19460s,; the American ..litary was recast by
a Department of Defense oriented toward systems analysiz and
econometrics. (4:220) The effectiveness of the military Services
has been analyzed in the same way as has the cost-effectiveness of
organizations in the private sector. (5:15 In addibtyian, there has
besn considerable pressure for military compensation Lo move away
from internal rewards like on-base housing, e:changes, commizsaries,
comgrehensive medical care, and non—appropriated fund activaities
such as opasn messes toward monetary rewards with emphazis on cash
bonuzes for those with particular occupational skilla. (S:llom

This orientation, coupled with strong societal treies,
helped move the military eway from its traditionsl inztitutions] ond
paternalistic way of life and brought it inlo the acggpﬂniunal
civilien mainsiream in several ways. The requirements ot ewsal
opportunily for minorities and women resulted in more centrolized
decision-mal.ing as well. This trend toward centralizetion was alsoc
aided by the exzplosion in the automated menagement of informalion an
the past two decades. The All Volunteer Force made the Services
market themselves in ways bthey felt could compete with civiiian
employers wwith the notable enception of the Harine Corp=). {(G:=17%
Congressional support for the military was also easier ba obhtain

when arguments were couched in terms of the market plare. (5:15)




Simple desire on the part of military. members for "the better things
in life" put more and more military spouses to work, and military

families who lived, worked, worshipped, shopped,; and socialized
off-base became more common. Whilé some of these trends have been
slowed in the 19805, the nature of American society is such that
they arse not likely to go away.

Beginning with Samuel Huntington in the 1950°'s,
soctulogiests studying the military have recognized that the massive
interface beltween bthe military and society at large that
charaw berised World War II profoundly changed the nature of the
United Slates professional military. Even before 1941, the American
military tradition included a strong military—-civil relationship.
Eschewing large standing professional armies, the Uniled States
reliod on bthe civil seckor to provide the troops to {fight its wars
beginning with the local militias of the Revolution. Therefore, in
ordar fur Lhe modern military to meet its manpower needs with high
qualily recrulbs and officer candidates and to represent and defend
American values, 16 must reflect the larger socieby. However, the
effectiveness of the military lies, to a great extent, with its
Lavel ot professionalism——"...the obligation to setve the genepral
inberest. .. instead of, rather than in addition to, one’'s own
self-interest." (&4:40). '

Since we are not a militaristic society, we cannot expect
the civilian world to provide recruits who already have (or even
understand) the professional military perspective. We must ptrotect
the unigque aspechts of our institution from dilution in the society

in which we are immersed.




The infusion of...people with moral and ethical backgrounds
that may differ considerably from military concepts of
ethics and morality can erode professional effectiveness
and cohesiveness. For these reasons, the profession musi
set clear moral and ethical patterns linked with the boest
patterns in society. (6:23)

Also, because it is not the military’'s job to change

sociely, we must accert the burden of socializing new members while

not allowing ourselves to become isolated from society at large.

The real issues are...the intensity and extensiveness of
the civil-military interface and the moral and ethical
codes that society provides for the profession.” "Thug,
the moral and ethical patterns of the military profession
must be linked with society on the one hand and stem from
the unique purpose of the profession on the other. (6:9)

Ferhaps then, a certain amount of occupationalicm in the

military is inevibtable. Should we be concerned with ity Does 1t

actually hurt the instituwtion and the nationy If so, Jjush how much

of it can we stand¥




CHAFTER III

EFFECT ON THE MISSION

The traditional military picture of a tight-knit, highly
professronal and altruistic team like that described i1n the quote
from The Right Stuff has been the ideal for centuries. This type of
military wnstitution, all other things being equal, has always been
more effective than a wmass of individuals collected temporarily for
Lhe purpose of conducting a war. Even in the modern age of citizen
atmies pionewred by the levee en masse at the end of the eighteenth
cenbuwry Lhere was a highly cohesive officer corps to hold the btroops
togebther and motivate them to make the ultimate sacrifice. Battles
have doublless been won both by sheer force of numbers in men and
maleriel and by brilliant generalship'almne, but when both side. are
mvenly maloched in terms of tangible assets, il seems reasonable to
expoect bthe army wibh the greater institutional identification %o
have the superior commitment to win,

N danger with placing too much reliance on occupational
mobivators to perform a military mission- is that these purely
exbrinsie rewards "...may create behavior that will not be performed
in Lhe future except for even greater extrinsic Pewaéds. Extrinsic
rewards, moreover, can weaken intrinsic motivation." (3:8) In the

extrems, this could mean that a military member, used to monetary

reward for performing a critical task, might refuse to perform that




task if outside forces reduced or eliminated the reward. This is
even more likely in peacetime, when the immediate consequences of
such dollar-driven behavior do not appéaﬁ to directly affect the
security of the nation. Losing these people and/or their motivation
would have a very real effect on readiness.

Some sociologists feel that an I/0 orientation may explain | »
attrition rates. (3:34) Members who identify amore with a specialty
than with the institution will respond to econeomic incenbtives and
leave the military as long as they perceive the greener grass i1s on
the outside. VWhile officers with an institutional perspective are
less likely to respond to these temptations, they touo can be driven
away by occupationalism. Though willing to accept a greal deal of
personal 1nconvenience or even hardship for the institution, they
may be disillusioned if they feel their Service is responding Loo
much to occupational trends. When they no longer see their way of
viewing Lhe organization as predominant or valued, they may eilher
become occupational themselves and open to economic incentives from
civilian society, or decide the organization no longer values what
they value and leave in disgust. "In a private enterprise societly,
the military establishment could not hold its most crealive talents
wikthout the binding force of service traditions, professional
identification, and honor." (7:422).

A computer assisted telephone interview survey done 1n 1988 .
under the sponsorship of HE USAF/DFXA showed a relationship between
career intent of officers and their degree of instituationalism.
Those with intentions of making the Air Force a career had a S9%

institutional preference while those who were noncareer had only a

287 preference (8).




Finally, excessive occupationalism and identification with
the cavilian sector can deprive the United States of the extremely
valuable opinion of its professional military. If the milkitary
leadershap eventually functions and thinks like the larger society,
who will advocate the uniquely military point of view when critical
decisions on national policy must be made? Even if we cannot expect
a high level of institutionalism in the entire military
establishment, we must have an officer corps to lead it that is as

institutional as we can make it.
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CHAFTER IV
THE INSTITUTIONAL/OCCUFATIONAL THESIS IN THE AIR FORCE

The I/0 thesis is particularly relevant to the Air Force
because of its reliance on technological specialization as well as
its relatively short history and subsequent dearth of Lradition.

According to Frank R. Wood, the Air Force ond its officer
corps, "...because of their extensive use of technology,-...tend to
be most wusceptible to increasing specialization and a diffused
sense of purpose...They face the greatest pressure for
occupatbionalasm...” (F:27) This is not a recent phenomsnon and can,
in fact, be traced back to the Air Force’s ez-liest years.

The Air Force was conceived around new technology. The
airplane was only bwo decades old when the officers at the far Corps
Tactical School began to develop the doctrine upon which the
arguments for a separate Air Force we.e based--the decisive eF*éctﬁ
of stirategic bombing. The conceptual thought of Douhel was given
practical life in the 1930s by technology: a strategic bomber that
could outfight any enemy in the air (the Boeing E-17) and a
bombsight that could deliver the ordnance directly on the
"industrial web" (the Norden). In the 1250s, to match the
technology that gave it life and meaning, the Air Force consciously
identified ilself with the American corporate structure, even
designing a uniform that looks like a military business suit

compared to that of our parent Service, the Army. This tendency 1s
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mentioned by Maj Gen Jeanne Holm, USAF (Ret) in another context
when, speaking about the Defense Department in 1249, she says that
the Air Force, "...by its aown admissio; resembled a large industrial
crganization more than did its SiS£EP military services." (2:138)
Morris Janowitz, writing in 1960, saw a danger in this as he
compatred the leaders who had come out of ~world War II with those of
the future.

The Air Force, in particular, as constituted at the end

of the 1930-60 decade, was confronlted with the deepest

crisis. Its organization was dominated by heroic leaders,

who had risen to the top by accumulating managerial (brozd

leadership) skill. The imbalance of the f.iture will come

from the largesr concentration of military technologists

who will rise to the very top. (7Z:426)

Wood describes swrveys of Air Force officers since the late

19705 an which close to half consistently think of themselves a=
specialists working in the military rather than amilitary
professionals. The 40-307% <ho thirnk of themselves as military
professionals tend to have what Wood calls "officer identities.
While I do not agree that all of these are characteristic of an
institutional orientation, most are. They include: viewing the
military as a way of life, not & job; accepting that personal
interests must tale a bacl seat to operational requirements; seeing
Air Force people as specd }; living on, rather than off, base;
planning to remain in the Air 7 orce for at least 20 years. (Z:3D)
The military involvement of people with a predominance of these
officer identities "...1% value oriented, broad based, and long
term." (Z:33) They are heavily involved in {he military subcul vare
and much less so in the civilian community. "Home" is where they

are assigned. Spouses are not heavily involved in the civilian work

world.




! Their perrs without these officer identities place primary
importance on their specialty and the satisfaction of doing it well.
Their limited social i.* zraction in the military context 1s resmrved
for those who do wha’ + do. They identify with and plan to join
civilians who perfu, tiy . specialty, particularly when drawn by
esttrinsic rewards. Int rested primarily in their specialty, they
resent being asked to . orm ather, unrelated tashks such as
administration, managem-.,, or supervision. From an 1/0
paerspective, a preponderence of these officers does no. bode well
for the leaner, tighter Air Force of the future.

Many mambers will beccome extremely specialired, and the

body of koowledye which is common to all...will diminish.

Each...will instead be interesited only in that intormation

which azsists him in maintaining his own expertise. 1+

this happens, then what will become of the sense of
corporaveness embodisd in the militars? (10:10-11)

i4




CHAFTER V -
SAUADRON OFFICER SCHOOL SURVEY

In 1986 Squ. dron Officer School (E0S) began surveying newly
arrived studer t > on the subject of profe.sionaiism to provide a
bawvis for a seminar on officership later in the program. They aoded
queslLions designed to categorize the respondel 's to others devised
by Moskos and Wood (Z:293-6) to indicate a preference for
nstilubionalism or cccupationalism.  While the survey has been
revieed once during the last three years, the I/0 questions have
remained essentially the same.

T selected 20 of these questions and examined the answers
of almost Z000 r spondents over the past I years (Appendix 1). The
respond=2nts all indicsated having five or less ye s of active
service when they filled out the survey and were theretore all
lieutenants or junior captains at the end of their "formatis
commissicnea years." They included various sources of commizsion
(197 USAFA, 42,277 AFROTC, 23.1% UTS, 8.7% other) and were both rated
(#1.€% piloks, !15.46s4 .evigators) and nonrated (&2.3%). Married
officers were in the majority (84.6%). With the exception of
gquestion 126 which asked aboul career intent, the survey items I
selecled all had possible answers that indicated an I/U orientation.
Some relaled Lo preferences for specific things (rewards, lifestyle,
etc.), while others asked the respondent to identify with an idea or

a value or with others who share an idea or value.




The results show a generally more institutional
identification than an occupational one. More respondents -chose an
institutional answer on 14 questiong and preferted an occupational
answer on only 3. However, though the majority seems more
institutional, there is enough occupationalism to cause concern.
For enample, while a .light majority agree that duty always comes
before personal o+ family consequences and an unwanted assignment
should he accepted (questions 117 aiwi 119), more than a quarter do
not think so. An institution that depends on duty always coming
first can hardly expect to function if only half its leadership can
Agree with these sta.ements. Similarly, the responses to questionse
about the separation of off-duty from on-duly activity {(quesiions
118, 124, and 138) show a sizeable minoraity (up to Z0%) who do not
feel they are officers 24 hours « day.

When questioned about preferences between tradibionally
military factors and those more z part of the civil sector, the
officers did not always prefer the institutional answer. In the
area of pay vs benefits 28B.7% uould like their benefits twned into
dollars, 53.8% would not live on base even if economics did not
play, almost 407 could not give unequivocal support to joining an
officer’'s club, and when ashked what factors would be most or least
influential in keeping them in the Air Force, more chose the
occupabional option in the areas of base pay, nonpay benefils, and
job security bas=d on promotion opportunity.

Other guestions asked the respondents to categori:ce
themselves by association. When asked which of three groups they
most identified with, only 25.4% (the smallest number) chose the

institutional answer~-the Air Force officer corps. The most popular

16
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choice was the most occupational--people in one‘s career field
(39.%7). 6Although pilots were only slightly less institutional than
the overall group o% respondents on mogt'questions, they differed
most markedly on this question witH algést 63% identifying most
closely with those in their specialty. In the same vein, the survey
introduced Moskos’® concepts of "calling," "profession," and
"occupalion,” and ashked the officers where they thought they stood.

The responses must be considered in the context of the
definitions provided in the survey. While it was clear that
"calling" and "“occupation" are opposite extremes, the definition of
"profession” was open to interpretation. While much of the
literature on the subject says there is such a thing as the military
professional who practices the art and science of war, it is
unlibely that the definitieon provided in the S0S survey conveyed
this meaning. The survey definition used terms like "special
experbise"” and "a skill level (following) intensive...training.” To
most officers in the early stages of their careers, these terms
probably bring career specialty to mind.

Therefore, the answers to the three questions that deal
with Llhese concepts show very wealk institutional identity. Only 417
think "calling” should characterize an officer. The reality is even
worse. Only 20.%. feel their own behavior falls into this category.
The results for pilots are lower. While it is apparent that these
Junior officers have not totally rejected the unique institutional
aspecls of the profession of arms, they may be unsure about just
what a professional officer is supposed to be. They also seem to be
unwilling to accept the jinstitutional "ties that bind" without at

least evaluating them first in a civilian, occupational context.
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CHAFTER VI

THE GOALS OF OFFICER FROFESSIONMAL DEVELOFMENT

General Welch committed the Air Force to OFD in 1988 to
address the erosion of officer professionalism and dedication to
service described at least partly by the 1/0 thesis. Among other
things, OFD was designed to encourage Air Force officers to behave
in a way that puts the institution ahead of the individual and
permits them to apply the military’'s special experlise 1n suppori of
national security objectives. But, as Huntington asks, "What is the
specialized expertise of the military officer? Is there any shkill
common to all...and yet not shared with any civilian group?" (11:11)
What makes the military officer’'s profession unique and relates it
to the institutionalism that promotes cohesiveness and
effectiveness?

"At first glance...the officer corps appears to contain
many varieties of specialists, including large numbers
which have their countetrparts in civilian lite.
Engineers, doclors, pilots, ordnance eiperts, pesrsonnel
experts, intelligence experts, communications experits —
all these are found both within and without the modern
officer corps... Yet a distinct sphere of military
competence does estist which is common to all, or almost
all, officers and which distinguishes them from all, or
almost all, civilians. This central skill is...the
management of violence." (11:11)

If indeed the management of violence (as opposed ta its
execution) 1s an esupertise or competence that most military officers

must have and that expertise or competence is exercised best in an

institutional environment, OFD should be designed to recognize this




common sphere and build the institutional perspective that supports
it. Although this was one of the underlying aims of the OFD Working
Group, 1ts charter was limited to only those institutional processes
embodied i1n the Air Force officer .personnel and education systems.

The OFD philosophy, now officially articulated in AFR
26-2%, attempted fo place the institution and its mission first,
usinyg & professional officer corps whose abilities and effectiveness
vary with seniority.

Frofessional development includes those actions and
experiences that enhance an officer’'s ability to perfarm
his or her job and thereby contribute to the mission of

the Air Forge as level of responsibility increases. (12:1-2)
An officer’'s professional development involves gaining the
neceasary depth and breadth of experience to improve
performance and potential..."” "The most important indicator
of potential is the way the officer performs daily in his or
her job. This performance includes the quality of the
specific work...and...more universal qualities the officer
possesses. (12:1-3)

Under OFD,; the "depth" mentioned above ig the grimary
objective of the company grade years and involves training and “"work
that enhances (both) caresr-specific professional compatence and
provides opportunities to develop leadership abilities." (1Z2:1-1a)
"Breadlh” invoulves experiences outside the specific career area and
normally includes career-broadening and staff assignments. It is
most appropriate for senior majors and 1t colonels and only rarely
for capteins. Colonels require a balance of depth and breadth witlh
a wide range of leadership experience and skills.

Vhile the above describes the assignment conteut of OFD, the

role ot ﬁrofess1cna1 military education (FME) is to "parallel and

support the requirements of appropriate jobs." 1t should
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«-.-build upon a solid foundation., of officership laid
during precommissioning. The uniqueness of the
profession and the particular values and culture of
the military officer corps are the bedrock on which
all future professional development ‘is based. The
focus for company grade officers should be on
developing the skills needed to enhance their career
specific competence, to include officer leadership.
Therefore, leadership and communication skills are
paramount, and are a primary focus of the Squadron
Officer School, the Air Force’'s company grade FME.
While building on the foundation laid by earlier
instruction, the focus for the field grades and,
therefore,; of Intermediate Service School should
shift comewhat to the effective management of people
and resources as well as those skills required for
effective staff work. Lieutenant colonels and
colonels must understand not only the skills taught
in earlier FME, but alsoc the elements of aerospace
farce enployment and the policy considerations that
drive them. This is the role of the highest level
of FME, Senior Service School. In the final analyzis,
the appropriate role of FME in officer professional
development is the right FME at the right time with
the right focus. (12:1-Zc)

At first glance the OFD philosophy and role of FME seem
consistent with the goal of enhancing institutionalism in the Air
Force. However, a comparison between the OFD philazophy as
originally written by the OFD UWorking Group and the words that now
appear in AFR J35-27 is troubling.

Bhen discussing the "most important indicator of
potential” (the behavior for which the officer will be rewarded),
AFR Z46-"3 identifies daily job performance, which includes “the
quality of the specific work"” as well as "more universal qualities
the officer possesses." The original intent of the OFD Group was
that the Air Force should rewsard both performance of duty (rather
than peripharal activities or "sguare-filling") coupled with the
officership attributes common to the profession of arms which the
OFD Group ca2lled "universal officer qualities."™ This carries a

different connotation than "universal qualities an officer
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possesses" which could include quali%ies not exclusive to the
military profession.

When describing the appropriate professional activities of
a company grade officer, the OFD Group wished to convey the equal
importance of career-specific competence and leaderéhip qualities
common to all officers. In AFR 36-23, this became "career-—specific
professional competence" and "leadership abilities." The addition
of the adjective "professional" implies that it is the specialty
that malkes one a professional, not membership in the officer corps.
The substitution of "abilities" for "qualities" implies that
leadership in a military context is a -menu of skills rather than
the virtual way of life it should be for a military professional.

While these differences may not seem very important, they
indicate a denigrabion of the value of more universal officership
gualities, particularly at the junior level, in favor of an
emphasis on skill-specific performance. In other words, while
OFD ‘s overall goals arg institutional, it seems to contradict
ilself with respect to the officer with less than four years
commissioned service. Officership is treated as a worthy
foundation to be taught prior bo commissioning, but is then moved

to the back burner while the officer concentrates on learning an

occupational skill.




CHAFTER VII
THE FORMATIVE COMMISSIONED YEARS

Most of us believe we form the bulk of our personalities
very early in life. The same can be said for those who aspire to be
military officers. Officer candidates bring preconceived ideas
about the military into Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps
(AFROTC), the USAF Academy (USAFA), and Officer Training School
(0TS): but these ideas are modified by bthe education and experience
that follow. OFD recognizes that one of the most important
functions of all precommissioning programs is to instill in the
potential officer a sense of what the commission really means. This
focus on the responsibilities of officership is appropriate for the
precommissioning level because it is fundamental to all lhal follows
and must be instilled early, so that subsequenl experiences can be
seen through the apptropriate lens.

AFROTC, USAFA, and 0TS are similar but not identical. The
relative length of the courses and the military vs civilian
environment are major variacles. Curricula are broadly sbtandardized
through the Commiszsioning Education Memorandum of Understanding, and
all three programs teach some form of Air Force organization and
structure, national security issues, management/leadership,
professional knowledge (location/function of base services, etc),
officership, Air Force history and traditions, and communicative

skills.
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The OFD Group recommended a critical review of all

curricula to remove information that might promote careerism, such

. as Lthe promobkion system beyond the company grades, career
development emphasirzing selection to colonel ss the minimum
successful career, etc. This information was t0 be replaced with a
concentration on the company grades--depth i1n the career specialty

~ and developing leadership qualilties. However, Lhe OFD Group Ffelt

that precommissioning can best support OFD by developing the correct

> mrndsel in new officers--one bthat orients them toward behavior that

emphasizes the institution rather than the individual.

The essence of the OFD recommendabtions for precommissioning
programs was thalt the focus of all must be on officership, on
developing a self—image or state of mind thal recognized the unigque
roles and responsibilities of Lhe professional commissioned officer.
This included an emphasis on service vice self (a calling, not a
job), fewer rights and more responsibilities than a civilian
execulive (being subject to both military and civil courts,
ttaternication), leadership over management, Lthe i1mportance of
teamwork, the responsibilities of command, and recognition that one
iz an officer firsl and a specialist second. The OFD Group agreed
that the basi- of officership lies with values and traditions
established 1n military bistory, embodied in military lraders of the
past, and forged in war, Other zubjects would continue to he
teight, but officership was Lo be the central theme at the entry
level.

A related 1nitiative recommended that recruiting emphasis
be focused on whal the applicant could do for the Arr Force, not the

other way around. Academic measures should be complemented by




measures of adaptability to military life through personality
characteristics like altruism, integrity, etc.
Colonel Wayne Gosnell complained a decade ago that the Air

Farce was making occupationalists of its junior officers, but he did
not blame the precommissioning programs. He believed that the best
officership education could not possibly lay the necessary
groundwork for an institutional outlook unless 1L took place in a
real world military context.

.. the precommissioning programs can at best...plant the

seeds from which professional, dedicated, competent

military officers develop. The feeding and nurturing

which allows this development to take place must be done

during the first few years of active military service.

It is during these years that the young officer moves
from the classroom and theory to the ‘real’ Air Force and

-
A

begins to learn what his profession is all about... (13:2

By "profession" Gosnell did not mean flying an airplane
(although he himself was a military pilot) or pragramming a
compuber. To him, professional eupertise is gained through
Huntington’'s two phases of professional education: "the first
imparbting a broad, liberal, cultural background, and the second
imparting the specialired Sgills and knowledge of the profession.”
(11:9) However, the specialized skills referred to by Huntington do
not mean occupational skills, since these do not define the
profession of arms. "The second...phase of professional
education...is given in special institutions operated by or
affiliated with the profession itself." (11:%9) These educational
institutions are not flying or techpnical training schools, they are
FME schools.

The first phase of education to gain professional

competence should take place in college (one of the reasons every
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commissioned officer must be a~collegé—sraduate) and in
precommissioning programs. Unfortunately, the Air Force’'s perceived
need for technically specialized degrees for many career fields
significantly narrows commissioning opportunities for those with a
broader, less technical college education. "...specialized career
patterns can detract from (Huntington‘s) first phase of expertise
(and therefore) ...military persons might neglect to obtain the
broad background necessary to serve as the foundation for
expertise." (10:10)

Gosnell relates that he was constantly reminded, both
before and after commissioning in the early &0s, that he was an
officer first and a p1lot second. He suspected that, in 1980, most
young pilots saw their roles in reverse. In an effort to get some
anecdotal evidence for his contention in 1989, I asked several
Junwor captains at various bases what they list as their occupation
or profession on btheir IRS form 1040. While the vast majority of
supporh officers wrobe "Air Force officer” or "military officer,”
all bhe pilots but one wrote "pilot," "Air Force pilot," or "fighter
pilot.”

Gosnell places the blame for this over—identification with
Air Force specialty on "...the almost total emphasis placed upon
occupationalist performance during (the) first few years of
service.”

The Air Force takes a young college graduate, gives him

a commission as a second lieutenant, places him in a work
environment that is almost totally occupationally oriented,
and then is surprised five or six years later when that
oftficer looks upon the Air Force as an occupation and lacks

dedication and commitment to the Air Force as an
institution and a profession. (13Z:14)




He went on to complain that;

oo frrom the first day of the young officer's career on

active duty Air Force education and development is

oriented almost exclusively toward the requisite

technical skills (i.e. Jjob or occupational skills)

while sadly neglecting the development of professional

knowledge or the corporate profession of arms. (13:16-17)
MNow, ten years later, OFD seems to have legitimized that complaint.

While OFD emphasizes depth development for company grade

officers in policy documents, it also rewards it very directly. The
0ES 1s a part of OFD which is highly performance oriented. Although
the performance that is evaluated on both the Ferformance Feedback
Worksheet and the company grade Officer Ferformance Repor L (OFR)
includes areas related Lo officership, the emphasis 13 on special by
skillg. (Appendiy 2 The forms ask the rater to evaluate
leadership i1n terms of how well the ratee "sets and enforces
standards, works well with others, fosters teamwork, displays
initiative, and (is) confident in (his/her) own ability," and rate
professional qualities to the extent that the officer "exhibits
loyaltiy, discirline, dedication, integrity, and honesty, adheres to
Air Force stendards, accepts personal responsibility, and is {fair
and objective." However, these evaluations on the OFR are simply
"pasa/fail.” Th2 officer either meets the standard (the vast
majority) or does not. The parts of the OFR which truly communicate
are sectionsg IV, VI, and VII.

Sections II and III describe the mission of the unit to

which the ratee belongs and the job the ratee performs in support of .,

that mission. These descriptions set the stage for section IV which

is titled "Impact on Mission Accomplishment," which is "...designed
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speci ficalkly...te document performancé unique to...primary duties."
(14:19) While this type of performance is again- mentioned in the
instructions for sections VI "Rater Overall Assessment" and section
VII "Additional Rater Overall Assessment," there is no specific
guidance on other types of p2rformance that demonstrate purely
officer qualities. This despite the fact that paragraph 3-Z.d. in
the OLS regulation (AFR 36-10) says "OPRs are assessments of both
duty performance and performance as an officer..." However, the very
next entry, paragraph I-3.e., adds "OFRs document each officer’s
unique: qualities and abilities as demonstrated in job performance”
and fails to identify any other kind. (14:18)

None of these rules prohibit comments that evaluate the
ratee’'s officership as long as the comments do not touch on some
prohibited area. HRevertheless, from the policy guidance in AFR
S6—-10 to the fact that "Job Enowledge" comes ahead of both
"L.eadership Skills" and Frofessional Qualities" on both forms, the
perception that the OES is designed to reward specialty performance
in the company grade officer above all else is clear.

The reasons bahind this approach to evaluation are
understandable. Evaluation based on "ticket-punching” or
"square-filling" activities unrelated to the appropriate pursuits of
a junior officer are discouraged by the OES as they should be.
Unfortunately, it leaves little room to evaluate the officer on how
well'he or she knows and values the profession of arms. These
things could be assessed on the Fromotion Recommendation Form (FRF),
but they will not be if the officer making the recommendation

believes depth development is the only laudable activity for a
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lieutenant or captain. Finally, what goes on a FRF means little to
an officer in the formative years, because the first truly
competitive promotian does not come un%iI the majors boaru.

Nevertheless, one might legitimately ask why the
precommissioning programs cannot provide a strong enough officership
foundation to weather the occupational storms of the formative
commissioned years? The answers lie in diversity and time.

While the three programs have generally standardized
curricula, they have too little in common to guarantee the same
preparation to every second lieutenant. USAFA conducts its
precommissioning instruction in an essentially military contexl over
a four year period, interspersing officership insbrgctlon with
academic instruckion. Without arguing the merits of the academic
curticulum (technological vs liberal) the Academy has the best
opportunity to develop a solid professional foundation in
officership. OTS has the military environment, but must do its job
in only 12 weeks. It shares an advantage with USAFA in that
graduates of both programs usually go directly onto active duty
(albeit formal training and not the "real" Air Force).

AFROTC produces the largest number of officers. Tbts major
vweaknesses are the overwhelmingly civilian context 1in which the
instruction 1s given (except at schools like Texas A%M, Norwich, and
the Citadel) and diversity of instruction from detachment to
detachment.

Despite the fact that lesson plans are the same for all,
the relative isolation of AFRDOTC units (including multiple field
training locations) make total uniformity of instruction difficult,

if not impossible. Therefore, the message the officer candidate
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receives on officership is as much a kunction of the individual
AFROTC instructor as it is of AFRDTC as a whole.

Finally, AFROTC graduates have, in the recent past, been
subjected to delays of several months before being allowed to come
on active duty. These delays, coupled with up to a year of flying
ot technical training, put a great deal of distance between the
officership instruction in the precommissioning program and the

first Laste of the operational Air Force.




CHAFTER VIII -
FROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION IN OFFICER FROFESSIONAL DEVELOFMENT

ficcording. to current OFD guidance, an officer’'s first
formal professional education outside his or her specialty comes at
the first tier of FME. The OFD initiatives with respect to FME were
conceived and presented originally as an integrated four-tier
program built on the foundation provided by the precommissioning
initiatives.

This FME philosophy of building on the foundation laid by
precommissioning education was official policy in the pre-0OFD
three—tier system. Squadron Officer School (3808) was for {first
lieutenants and junior captains, offered & 54% opportunity in
residence wiilh correspondence available, 2nd was focused primarily
on leadership. Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) was for majors
(though, until recently, captains were eligible for nonresident
enrollment), offered around a 207 opportunity in residence
(combined wilh other intermediate service schools) through a central
selection process tied to promotion with correspondence and seminar
available, and was focused primarily on warfare studies and resource
management. Air War College (AWC) was for lieutenant colonels and
colonels, offered about a 12% opportunity in residence (combined
with other senior service schools) using a central selection process
with correspondence and . eminar available, and was focused primarily

on aerospace doctrine and strategy.
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OPD divided the officer corps into four relatively distinct
phases with cifferent education needs: newly commissioned officets
neediny solid grounding in oificership: company grade officers
needing the leadership qualities ne;essary to carry out their jobs
through supervision, field grade officers (defined as majors and
lieutenant colonels) needing the knowledge and perspective to add
breadtlh through career-broadening assignments such as staff jobs,
and colonels needing an ability to think in even broader and more
global terms in order to prepare themselves to develop strategy and
plan for and conduct the employment of aerospace forces in war.

The OFD recommendations for FME were based on these
educalional needs and assumed all officers would complete all phases
of FMk. at the appropriate times. The OFD Group recommended changes

in all three current FME levels and added a fourth to bridge the gap

between precommissioning and S0S.

Assuming lieutenants have acquired a foundation of
officership that can survive the necessarily narrow emphasis on
shill development characteristic of the formative period, the proper
role of FME for captains is to teach leadership. UWhile S0S does
this well in bhe resident mode, it needed to be configured to give
this education to all eligible officers, particularly in the active
duty line. The OFD initiatives for S0S, therefore, recommended a
continued focus on leadership with a streamlined curriculum allowing
1u07Z attendance opportunity for captains with 4-7 years commissioned
service. In response, S0S cut the course by 1.5 weeks and added one
class per year beginning 1 January 1989.

In order to offer a resident education at the intermediate

level {o as many majors as possible, the OFD Group also recommended
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streamlining ACSC with its major focus on the command and staff
skills needed to begin the broadening phase of professional
development. To Peéch the maximum res}dent audience the course was
to be cut by half and offered twic; a year. Due to political
considaerations indirectly related to the Goldwater—-Nichwls DOD
Reorganization Act, implementation has been postponed until at least
academic year 19920-91.

The only OFD initiative with respect to the AWC program- was
to restrict attendance to colonels. This initiative was not
apptroved. The OFD Group felt that the attendance opportunity and
curriculum focus at AWC were appropriate. However, the Group
recommended changes in the process for selecting students at both
AWC and ACSC.

The system of using the order of merit from the major and
lientenant colonel selection boards to establish a “schools list™
was not consistent with the goal of rewarding performance and
potential as it occurs and of giving all officers the educatkional
toole necessary to succeed at each phase. With the schools list; an
officer excluded at promotion selection gol a mixed message of
success and failure and was denied any opportunity for the best
quality FME (residence) at that level. O0On the other hand, an
officer placed on the schools list "locked in" at least an
opportunity for residence education for the next few years and
became a member of an elite that was often self-perpetuating.

The OFD approved initiative decoupled the school selection
process from the major and lieutepant colonel selection boards and
made any major eligible to attend ACSC and any lieutenant colonel

Actual selection will be dome by major

eligibie to attend AWC.




commands with a central board making the final student-to-school

match.
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CHAFTER IX -
FROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION FOR LIEUTERANTS

Based on the beldie that each level of FME must build upon
the previous level, the OFD Group felt the most critical education
level was the first. It not only provides the foundation upon which
all subsequent FME is based, it is the lens through w-ich every
aspect of the military profession is subsequently viewed. In short,
officership, introduced in precommissioning, must be kept fresh and
alive until it is formally reinforced in S0S. However, the
realities of these early years make this extremsly difficult.

The OFD Group recognized a serious gap in officer education
between precommissioning and S0S that allows young officers to
interpret their first, formative active duty e:periences through (1in
some cases) an incorrect perspective. As Goinell explained, it is
imperative that lieutenants interpret their environment as
professional military officers, not ex—civilian college students who
have j14st been taught a particular skill. During the often extended
period between commissioning and completion of formal training the
young officer is in an environment in which he or she 1i1s swrrounded
either by civilians or by other officers engaged in learning the
same ski1ll and destined for similar jobs. This narrow focus during
the formative commissioned years can easily dull identificalion with
all officers, past and present, rated and nonrated, Air Force and
non—-Air Force who share the profession of arms. It is much too

easy, after being recruited with incentives related to the chance to
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fly rather than to simply serve as an.officev,,waitins months for a
UFT class and spending another year in pilot training, to believe
that one’s profession is "pilot" and not "military officer.”

To firmly reestablish the -officership foundation that must
carry lieuwtenants through the necessarily specialized environment of
their formative commissioned years, the OFD Group recommended
mstitutionalizing a Lieutenants Frofessional Development Frogtram
(LFDF) al every command. To provide minimal competition with the
unit-level integration necessary for success in the first
assignment, to intetfere as little as possible with essential depth
development, and to encourage decentralization, the proposed LFDF
encompassed the following elements:

a) A common cote of information which recognitzes that all
lievntenants have the profession of arms in common and that
focuses on those things that make the profession
unique-~the responsibilities and restrictions a military
officer accepts: fraterniration, health and welfare of
subordinates, limitations on political activity, conflict
of interest rules, 24 hour/day duty, representing the Air
Force to the civilian community, force of orders, officer-
MCO relations, integrity, setting the example in both word
and deed. All would be tied to and in preparation for the
common 808 experience.

by Enough flexibility to allow relearning the unique elements
of the profession in & local (and more believable) context.
Furr example, lessons would be taught using familiar Wing
organization situwations, by senior Wing leadership instead
of other junior officers. The teaching method could fit
the npeeds of the unit to which the lieutenant is
assigned~-class meetings in squadron day rooms, central
clagsrooms, Officers Club, etc., and would be taught full
time in two or three days or part time over a longer
period. ’

c) Length that would not take away from depth development.
Therefare the entire course should not exceed 25 hours,
should be tailored to fit the schedule of the primary job,
and should be given as soon after arrival in the unit as
possible. d) Frotection from being subverted into a
vehicle for unrelated ancillary training or for instruction
not directly related to pure, blue-suit officership.

i
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While the LFDP concept was a%proved in spirit, some major
commanders expressed concern that mandat{ng what appeared to be
another level of FME in the first few years could be seen as
undermining the effort to focus lieutenants on their primary jobs.
This initiative was therefore not included as part of the Air

Force-wide changes produced by OFD and left up to the discretion of

each major command.




CHAPTER X ' -
RECENT HISTORY OF LIEUTENANTS FROFESSIONAL DEVELOFMENT PROGRAMS

While some commands used lieutenants programs prior to OFD,
they were neither standardized nor focused on officership. In the
early eighties the most common LFDF was the program developed and
run out of the Air University (AU) Leadership and Management
Development Center (LMDC). Due to fiscal constraints that reduced
manpower at LMDC (renamed the Center for Frofessional Development
(CFD) by the time OFD was born) the course material was suffering in
currency and quality.

The initial OFD recommendation for a lieutenants program
temporarily revitalized the concept of LPDF at AU. CFD and £08
sponsored a paper on the subject by Lieutenant Colonel Steve Foyer,
a Research Associate at the Center for Creative Leadership.

Boyer ‘s Company Grade Frofessional Development Frogram
(CGFDF) 15 a course designed to address areas of low competency in
leadership and management skills that were identified by a needs
assessmenk. The assessment was done by the Commissioning Education
Committee (CEC) from 1986 to 1988 and included 2700 first

lieutenants with at least 2 years active duty.

The CEC needs assessment found,

...that by the third year of active duty, many junior
officers, while technically talented, are "leadership
impoverished." These deficiencies are evident in their
abilities to motivate, provide negative feedback, assign
responsibility, and give personal counseling to
subordinates. (15:7%




Specifically, tesponses from both 2300 ldeutenants and
their 2300 supervisors rated 10 task areas lowest. They were:
discipline, reads others, motivates otgers, corrects behavior, gives
negative feedback, team building, determines appropriate response,
assigns responsibility, follows up, and personal counseling.
According to my conversation with Lisutenant Colonel Royer, the same
survey administered to USAFA graduates of the class of 1982 and
their supervisors produced the same results.

While leadership and officership are not synonymous, in the
military context they share several characteristics. 6MAn officer who
15 reluctant to employ disciplinary measures, motivate subordinates
to achieve unit goals, correct inappropriate behavior, or spend Lime
building an effective team is failing as a leader. He or she is
also demonstrating a failure to grasp the special reqﬁirements of
officership. The type of discipline unique to the military must be
Judiciously and consistently employed by the officer corps, troops
must be motivated to risk their lives on the orders of their
officers, counter—prodhctive behavior must be eliminated before it
can affect mission accomplishment and cost lives unnecessarily, and
few mirlitary oblectives can be attainmed by individual actions. In
fact, it could be arguéd that officership is simply the unigque
context in which an equally special kind of leadership takes place.

While CFD was struggling with funding for their LFDF and
the CEC and Royer were compiling and analyzing their data, several
major commands remained very interested in some type of lieubtenant’s
education. In the Fall of 1989 I asked 11 commands about their
programs. Nine responded. By and large, these commands had used

the LMDC/CFD LPDF and continued to run it (or a similar,
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locally~-tailored program) without out;ide‘assistahce. For example,
Air Force Space Command has a command—w?de program that is patterned
aftter the CFD course and was in the process of convening a needs
assessinent panel to review its goals and curriculum. Air Force
Logistics Command (AFLC) conducts a lieutenants course at
Wright-Fatterson AFB that is similar to the CFD program, but does
not attempt to provide the course to AFLC officers at other bases
because their numbers are too small. Similarly, Air Force Systems
Command runs only one program at Brooks AFB. Air Training Command
(ATC) ran a command-wide standardized LFDF designed by LMDC from
1984 to 1987. As the result of a suggestion under the auspices of
the Command Management Improvement Frogram, the mandatory aspect of
the "ATC Officership Course" was rescinded and left up to wing and
center commanders. Today, not all ATC bases run programs and those
that do use a variety of approaches.

An LFDF was instituted by Alaskan Air Command at Elmendorf
AFR 1n 1987. Rezponse was eicellent, with the‘exception of the F-13
community. This course depended on one person }unning it as an
additional duly and on CFD course materials, and has recently become
moribund., While Air Force Communications Command does nolb have a
command-wide LFDF becsuse their officers are spread so thinly around
the world, the Standard Systems Cenlter at GBunter AFE does have one.
While this course 1 mostly a combination of leadership/management
topics, basic officer "survival skills” like communication and the
0ES, it also includes 8 out of 40 hours on subjects such as
officership, senior NCDO Relations, Ethics, and a Froject Warrior/FOW

praesentation.
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The involvement of some of the largest commands is more
clearly divided. Military Airlift Command (MAC) has used the
LMDC/CFD LFDF sincei1984 and 8 of 12 MAC‘bases,are currently
conducting the program. However, when and if the CFD course is
discontinued, MAC has no plans to substitute a program of its own
design. Tactical Air Command (TAC) does not have any program at any
base though some wings have used the LMDC LFDF in the past. Their
command education staff believes that lieutenants professional
daevelopment should be left to individual supervaisors. Strategic Air
Command (SAC), on the other hand, has embraced the concept of
lieutenants education.

SAC began developing its LFDF almost immediately after the
February 1988 CORONA at which the OFD initiatives were presented. A
few months later, the SAC staff contacted members of the OFD Group
and asked for an outline of subject matter relating to afficership.
They were provided with an outline for a 20-hour sample course which
used TAC as the theoretical user (Appendix Z). The initial SAC
pilot LFDF was very similar to the OFD Group ‘s outline, though it
used a combination of senior officers and more junior facilitators
rather than senior ogfficers alone. The civilian education
specialists in Hi SAC/DFAE suggested the military portion of the
program be supplemented with a management shills portion teught by
civilian professors and contracted out to a college or university
much like the older Minuteman Education Frogrem. This two-part LFDF
was tested at Offutt A-B and Ellsworth AFB in early 198% and was
approved S5AC~wide later that year.

In an effort to interest other commands in their approach

to LFDF, SAC briefed their program to the Worldwide Fersonnel
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Conference in September 1989. The PEgPDhSE was largely
characterized by polite interest, but no rush to jump on the
bandwagon. The less than enthusiastic reaction may be due in part
to the perception that the SAC LPDF involves a civilian contract.
The education services officer at one large command commented that
"we don’t have the money to contract a program like SAC’'s."
Obviously the civilian portion of the SAC LFDF has, at least for

some, overshadowed the more valuable (and cheaper) wmilitary part.
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CHAFPTER XI
SISTER SERVICE LIEUTENANTS EDUCATION

Lieutenants Frofessional education is addressed in all
three sister Services. There are many similarities in the way in
which they approach the subject, beginning with the fact that,
structurally, none makes a clear separation between education and
training as does the Air Force. Virtually all education and
~training 1s the responsibility of the Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) in the Army, of the Chief, Haval Education and Training who
reports directly to OF-01 in the NMavy, and of the Deputy Commander
for Educatbtion and Training, Marine Corps Combat Development Command
(MCCDC)Y in the Marine Corps. All three Services conduct
precommissioning programs,; as well as RBasic and Advanced Officer
Courses for 0-1s and 0-2s related to their Military Occupalional
Specialty (M0O8). There are differences, however,, K in how these
courses are integrated.

The Army conducts both screening and training/education in
1bs precommissioning proérams in a manner very similar to the Air
Force. The instructional program is based on the first of three
levels of Military Qualification Standards (MAS I). They then send
new lieutenants to basic courses taught by the various branches
vhere a common core of instruction geared to platoon level (MRS II)
1s integrated into branch training and given the branch flavor. HNMAS
11l 1s integrated into the Advanced Course at the company/battalion

level and covers many subjects that the Air Force addresses in SO0OS.
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This approach would be similar to the Air Force’s integrating a
common core of instruction into all ATC technical and flying
training programs. Those subjects common to all Army officers are
covered at all three MAS levels and designed to build upon each
other, each in a different military conteit,; and according to an
official 1988 TRADOC letter, "serves as the vehicle for integrating
the efforts of owr schools, units, and the individual officer.”
(16:1) The responsibility for MRS at all levels lies with the
Center for Army Leadership at the Command and General Staff College,
Fort Leavenworth, Eansas.

While it ics somewhat difficult to pick out those subject
areas of MRS II that relate specifically to officership, the
following are part of the core of instruction given to all Army
lieutenants:

Ethical Solutions

The Officer as Role Model

Frofessional History of the Army

Responsibilities of the Frofession of Arms

The Frofessional Army Ethic

lL.eadership Doctrine .

Duties, Responsibilities, and Authority of Officers
(including Officer—-NCO Relations)

Military Lew (i&:atch 2

The goals of Navy precommissioning are similar to those of
the Army. After commissioning, all unrestricted line officers
receive a one weel Leadership and Management Education and Training
(LMET) course as part of basic skill training. LHMET is given in
conjunction with the Division Officer Basic Course at either
Coronado, California or Little Creek, Virginia. Aviators,

submariners, and surface warfare officers receive the LMET tailored

to their respective specialty basic course. The LMET was developed
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under coniract by identifying the qualities and competencies that
characterize the successful division junior officer (initially in
surface warfare) and designing a curri;ulum tc teach those qualities
and competencies.

According to comments made to me by the Training Frogram
Coordinator, Chief of Naval Technical Training, LMET is largely a
survival course designed to teach skills for the first-time
supervisor. There are only about 1.5 houwrs of contact time devoted
to subjects directly related to officership: Team Building and
Ethics and Values.

The Marine Corps uses its precommissioning proyrams
primarily for screening. Once they have commissioned a physically
and mentally qualified and motivated lieutenant, he or she 1s sent
to the Basic Officer Course taught at the Basic School al Guantico
Marine Base, Virginia. Since the Marine Corps is relatively small,
all officers attend at Quantico and receive the same instru-tion.
MOS training takes place at advanced courses in and out of the
Marine Corps.

The Marines believe that the most fundamental role of their
education/training process is teaching what it means to be an
officer. HMotivation in this direction is critical. 1% is
exemplified in a comment I recorded during a triefing to AiLr War
College students by a Marine general officer intimately acquainted
with training and education: "If someone comes to us because he
wants to fly the F/A-1B, we don’'t want him... We only want people
who want to be officers of marines."

The Marine Basic Officer Course teaches many subjects

common to Air For.e precommissioning programs and S0S, but at a time
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when most Air Force officers are—receaving instruction only in their
specialty. Made up of almost 1560 academic hours, its purpose is
"To educate the newly commissioned Marine officer in the high
standards of leadership traditional in the Marine Corps in order to
prepare him for the duties of a company grade officer in the Fleet
Marine Force..." (17:1I-1) Two of its three main goals are: "To
develoup an understanding of and commitment to the leadership
responsibilities and standards of conducts eixpected of a Marine
officer,” and "To educate the officers on the structure, values, and
philowophy of the Marine Corps and, thereby, to develop a unity of
purpose shared by the entire leadership of the Corps." (17:1-2) The
course provides appropriate "knowledge, attitudes and values,” and
“...the officer students are continually exposed to and taught those
intangible traits and characteristics that distinguish them as
Marine officers." (17:1-3)

About 20 hours of instruction are specifically related to

13ues bhat apply to officership in any military Service. They

1nclude:

The Meaning of the Commission
Challenges to Future Leadership
Frofessional Reading Frogram
Responsibilities of Leadership
Military Frofessionalism

The Role of the Staff NCO
Fraternization

The Demands of Combat on an Officer
Speaker on Motivational Military Leadership
Marine Corps History

Adherence bto the Code of Conduct (17)




CHAFTER XII
COMCLUSIONS

As world events move the United States Air Force closer to
a smaller, tighter active force constrained by budgetary
limitations, the requirement for a totally dedicated and
professional officer corps increases. The officer corps will be
most effective as a relatively small, clozely knit cadre that
studies and understands the unique aspects of the military
profession so 1t can lead and train future forces that may be called
up to augment the standing forces. Military officers cannol afford
to be peacetime careerists or bureaucratic managers of human and
material resources like many of their civilian counterparts.
Similarly, officers must avoid too much identificiation with their
occupational counterparts in the society at large or be prepared to
lose that which sets the professional military apart.

No matter how well the case for an institutional versus an
occupational officer corps‘is made, there is no longer any way it
can be totally institutional. The peacetime environment in which it
operates (including Congress),; the search for a credible threat in
the era of Gorbachev, and the society from which ilts members come
and ain which they m. st live all dictate a degree of integration with

civil institutions that military professionals cannolb avoid. The
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most reasonable goal shouwld be to minimize occupational integration
and ma:imize the institutional aspects of the profession wherever
and whenever possible. .

OFD was a good start. It; to- a large degree, put the house
in order 1n those petsonnel and education areas that touch every
officer. It reversed the trend toward centralized control and
esseculion that kept officers from exercising real leadership as
military professionals, and it provided a structure that encouraged
and rewarded appropriate behavior, and that made sense. But OFD is
only two years old and still has some problems.

Despite the opinions of many observers and some disturbing
trends in the S0S data, a substantial number of young officers seem
to be on the right trachk. They seem to sense what is expected of
them, but are confronted with mixed signals, particularly after
commlssioning.  The Ait Force needs to send a consisient message to
all of them {from Lhe very beginning. That message should be that
they are officers first and specialists second; that they are
praclicionet = of the profession of arms before they are programmers
or personnelists; that serving a greater good is better than serving
themsel ves; and thal they have more of those things that really
matter in common with other officers than with civilians who share
their occupation.

OFD in its present form does not send that message clearly.
fis long as the A1r Force recruits using occupational incentives like
the chance to fly a fighter or work in a state of the art
engines=2ring lab, it starts off behind the power curve. Then,
despite disparities in environment and duration, the

precommissioning programs do their best to teach the common officer
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characteristics and responsibilities. But commissioning brings
complications. Some officers remain in a civilian environment and
forget the message, most go to flying ;r skill training where the
common bonds of officership may rarely be mentioned. All arrive at
their first assignments with occupational skills fresh in their
minds and the institutional lessons of officersnip a fading memory.

If that memotry is revived, it is done by mentors,
individuals (usuwally superiors) who believe in the profession of
arms and who lead by example. This is the best way to teach
officership and make it stick, and where it happens it makes a
lasting impression. The problem is, not every Jjunior officer has
such a mentor. It is possibie that, in too many cases, the mentor
that makes the biggest impression is himself an occupationalist.
This is most likely in first assignments where role models tend to
practice the same specialty as the lieutenant.

The oceupational tendency is reinforced by zome of the
tenets and realities of OFD. The lieutenants’™ focus is to be on
"depth development."” This, by itself, is clearly occupational. The
fact that depth is to be built upon a solid and constantly
reinforced foundation of officership seems to have been loszi in the
shuffle. OFD in its present form leaves the impression that
officership is something you learn about before you are commissioned
and that tbhen becomes subordinate to depth uniil promotion to major,
when both become subordinate to gaining breadth of experience. Even
the officership aspects of leadership are put off until at least the
four year point when the S0S5 eligibility window opens. The OES
reinforces this perception by appearing to encourage evaluation on

purely occupational performance for lieutenants.
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It is therefore not surprising that a substantial number of
junior officers approach their first career decision point with a
detached view of their place in the mi&itary. They have not been
prasented with the all ot nothing gequiremenf' of a true
instilutionalist to either accept or reject, and instead make their
decisions based on a cost-benefit analysis.

Though there is no way to guarantee that every lieutenant
will get the message and arrange his/her priorities accordingly,
some Lind of common "re-blueing" is at least part of the answer.
Both the Army and the Marines use this approach, believing that
officership/leadership must be taught when the young officer is
devaeloping his/her self concept as a professional and in conjunction
wilh «lLill training--perhaps to offset its occupational tendencies.

A common core of instruction to reinforce institutional
officership is crilical during these formative years and it cannot
be lefl to mentors who may be passing on the wrong perspective.
However, I do not believe it is ATC's job to do it for the whole Aipr
Force. While today’s OFD has missed the mark in some ways, its
emphasis on Jdecentralizalbion and unit/command identification is
right on target. 0Officership is infinitely more believeable in a
practical/operational rather than an artificial/training contesnt.
While the subject mablber and objectives of such an Air Force-wide
program should be the same everywhere, the way it is taught does not
have to be. An LFDF (or whatever one calls it) must have a local or

command flavor to be really true to the philosophy of OFD.

49




CHAFTER XIII -
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Air Force must make some adjustments missed by OFD and
implement one OPD initiative that was previously not approved. This
will provide the best opportunity for the officer corps of the
future to maximize institutionalism. This also means deciding that
the Air Force wants its officers to be military professionals {first
and communicating that desire clearly and consistently {from the
beginning ot their careers.

The Air Force must put less recruiting emphasis on
occupational incentives like flying and explain the oflen uwnpleasant
aspects of officer responsibilities to officer candidates even at
the risk of turning them away. The lower accessions expected in the
future may make the %05 the best time to begin this appruach. The
Air Force might also lool at Huntington’'s first phase of experlise
and try to bring in officers with broader bachkgrounds in the liberal
arts. FPerhaps the range of specialties that require an engineering
degree is not as great as préviously supposed.

OFD needs to make a clear statement of the value of
officership throughout bthe career and communicate it widely,
starting with AFR Z6-23 and AFR 26-~10. The impression that depth
development is the only worthwhile pursuit of the company grade
years must be changed and officership made number one at all levels
with depth the focus in the early years only to preclude broadening

too early. In the same manner, the OES should reintroduce some




measure of professional qualities, i+'on1y to the e.tent that they
specifically enhance unit mission accomplishment.

Finally, the Air Force should implement a mandatory LFDF
alony the lines of the original OFD Group initiative. This concept
is pure blue-suit, designed to produce an emotional as well as an
intellectual response. It must be flexible, and make the most of
local leadership and situations. The core content, once developed,
would have a very long shelf life since the unique aspects of the
mililary profession do not change very often. Responsibility for
developing the core, as well as suggested lessons and support
materital, 1% righbly the province of Air University. However, each
command should have complete freedom of execution as long as every
lLieulenant receives the couwrse, the core subjects are covered, and
the program is not diluted by any other type of training.

These recommendations refine the OFD concepl with regard to
Junior of{lcer;. They recognize the research and discussion about
L/0 Lheory and other concepts of military professionalism that have
ocecupled many respected social scientists over the paét 20 years.
They also reflect the beliefs and goals of true military
professionels, even if they do not take the time to thinl of their
profession in these terms. Military institutionalism, however
desireable, must be taught to the young so that they may pass on
these same beliefs and values to those that follow them. VWhen these
beliefs and values become part of every officer, their continuation
can be safely left to informal mentors. But until that time
aArrives, some formal steps are needed. The need was articulated ten

vears ago by a very senior Air Force officer and, unfortunately, it




has not changed:

I have a disquieting feeling that perhaps our
officer training programs have not met our needs in
terms of what an officer is all aboudt...The young
officers really don’'t seem to grasp that a military
organization is uniquely different from any other
institution in this country...A common finding among our
young officers is that they have never heard that their
purpose in serving...is to lead forces on or over the |
battlefield or support those who do. .0 }
As we drift toward the job concept and away from a
military rank system...it’s no wonder our young officers
beep comparing "options" in the private sector-—the only < .
difference some of them see is a change of clothes.
In my view, we should review our officer training
curriculum to insure it meets our basic officer
needs——leadership, military history, how our ground and
sea forces are employed, as well as the meaning of a
commission and officership. |

Genetal B. L. Davis,
Commander, Air Training
Command quoted by Gosnell
(13: 1)




AFFENDIX 1 -
S0S FROFESSIONALISM SURVEY EXTRACT

N=4698 officers with S5 or less years of active duty (Z21.8%
pilots, 15.6% navigators, 62.3% nonrated; 54.6% martied).

The following questions asked the respondents to STRONGLY AGREE,
AGREE, DISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE, OR EXFRESS MEUTRALITY.
Responses given below combine those choosing AGREE OR STROMGLY
AGREE and those choosing DISAGREE AND STRONGLY DISAGREE.

ABREE: 7%.9% (all) 77.0%4 (pilots)
DISAGREE: 1Z.07Z (all) 11.3% (pilots)

116. Fersonal interests and desires must take second place to
operational requirements.

AGREE: 77.2%4 (all) 76.8% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 9.37 (all) 92.2% (pilots)

11/. HMilitary personnel should perform their duty regardless of
personal or family consequences.

ABREE: S1.5% (all) 48.2% (pilof¥s)
DISABREE: 25.3% (all) 27.67% (pilots)

118. As long as no law is being violated, what I do in my
private life should not concern the Air Force.

AGREE: Z0.17% (all) Z3.4% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 92.97% (all) 48.&% (pilots)

119. No one should be forced to accept an assignment against
his/her will.

AGREE: 26.47% (all) 27.2% (pilots)
DISABREE: S2.0% (all) ~350.8%Z (pilots)

124. Differences in rank should not be important after duty
hours.

ABREE: 24.57 (all) 25.3% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 5&.7% (all) S56.9% (pilots)

124. I plan to stay in the Air Force at least 20 years.

AGREE: S2.47% (all) 45.1% (pilots)




DISAGREE: 7.6%4 (all) 11.0%4 (pilots)

130, I would prefer that the advertised dollar value of military
"benefits" be added to my pay and the "benefits" stopped.

AGREE: 2B.7%4 (all) 29.7%Z (pilots)
DISAGREE: S2.5% (all) S1.7%4 (pilots)

131. Professional military education at specified career
intervals is vital in nurturing competent and professional
military officers.

AGREE: 78.6% (all) 2.2%4 (pilots)
DISAGREE: 6.9%Z (all) Q.57 (pilots)

-

32, 1 have a deep petrsonal commitment, a "calling,'
the nation.

to serve

ABGREE: 71.0% (all) 71.5% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 7.27% (all) 8.2% (pilots)

1Z5. Disregarding all economic considerations, both positive and
negative, I would prefer to live in base housing.

AGREE: Z0.9% (all) 16.9% (pilots)
DISAGREE: S55.8%Z (all) 60.6% (pilots)

126, HMilitary members should be allowed to collectively bargain
on issues like pay, benefits, and health services.

AGREE: 23Z.3%4 (all) 21.9%Z (pilots)
DISAGREE: &§3.17%Z (all) ©E.8% (pilots)

127. I+ I suddenly became rich (idependently wealthy as a result
of inheritance, sweepstakes, etc.) I would continue my military

caresr until retirement.

AGREE: 48.8% (all) Z.67% (pilots)
DISAGREE: Z21.8% (all) 22.0% (pilots)

138. Military personnel should not be tried under the UCH) for
purely civil offenses.

AGREE: 2S5.95% (all) 27.17 (pilots)
DISAGREE: 47.8% (all) 4Z.8% (pilots)

The following question asked for specific answers.

146. Which of the following do you most closgely identify with?

The Air Force officer corps: 25.4% (all) 22.1% (pilots)

Feople in my career field (pilot, engineer, etc.): 3I9.Z% (all)
62.9% (pilots)

Feople in my unit or workplace: 29.9%Z (all) 11.9%Z (pilots)

Mone of the above: 3I.27 (all) 1.4% (pilots)




The following questions asked the respondents to rank nine
factors as to their importance in influencing them to stay in the
Air Force. Responses include the percentage that chose a factor
as the first or second highest (TOF) and the percentage that
chose a factor as the lowest or second lowest (BOTTOM).

Base pay TOF: 20.5%4 (all) 17.6% (pilots) BOTTOM: 20.2% (all)
19.9% (pilots)
Nonpay benetfits TOF: Q.3% (all) 2% (pilots) BOTTOM: 41.5%
(all) 44.7% (pilots)
Retirement system TOF: 17.07% (all) 14.1% (pilots) EBOTTOM:
28.67% (all) 31.8% (pilots)
Stable family life TOF: 18.5% (all) 192.87% (pilots) BOTTOM:
IE.8%4 (all) 29.17% (pilots)
Fatriotism TOF: 24.37% (all) 22.3% (pilots) ROTTOM: 14.8% (all)
15.2% (pilots)
Job satisfaction TOF: G58.07% (all) 71.8% (pilots) EBOTTOM: 3.0%
(all) 1.77% (pilots)
Frofessional status TOF: 21.8% (all) 20.5% (pilots) BOTTOM:
1Z.9% (all) 14.97 (pilots)
Esprit de corps TOF: 10.8% (all) 12.17% (pilots) EBOTTOM: 28.3%
(ally 25.0% (pilots)
Job security based on promotion opportunity TOF: 19.4%7 (all) 13%
(pilots) RBROTTOM:
14,27 (all) 16.6%
(pilots)

The next questions relate to Moskos' concepts, and were
introduced as follows:

Dr. Charles C. Moskos, Jr. describes three alternate concepts of
military social organization: calling, profession, and
occupation.

A calling is characterized and legitimated in terms of
institubional values. The purpose transcends individual
self-interests in favor or a presumed higher good.

A profession 1s characterited by special expertise, a shill level
formal ly accredited after long, intensive academic training.

An occupation is legitimated in terms of the marketplace,
prevailing monetaray rewards for competencies.

166.  Which one of these concepts do you think should
characterize an Air Force officer?

CALLLTMG:  41.0% (all) ZZ2.8% (pilots)
FROFESSION: S2.89% (all) 61.77% (pilots)
OCCUFATION: 5.27 (all) 4.37% (pilots)

167. Which one of these concepts most closely describes your
actual behavior in your Air Force life?

ch
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CALLING: 20.37% (all) 16.17% (pilots)
FROFESSION: 60.77% (all) 66.274 (pilots)
OCCUPATION: 11.6% (all) 10.77% (pilots)

The next questions recognized that the respondents’ roles as Air
Force officers could be composites of thHe three concepts. They
were asked to enter the percentage of each element using
increments of 10 percentage points. The results below show what
percentage of the respondents chose one of the extremes (calling
or occupation) as comprising more than 307 of their role as
officers.

CALLING: Z2.7% (all) 30.4% (pilots)
DCCUFATION: 14.97% (all) 15.4%7 (pilots)

187. Do you belong to the Air Force Association?

YES: 50.17% (all) 56.5% (pilots)
NO: 3Z5.6% (all) 3Z0.97Z (pilots)

In question 188 the respondents were ashked what they would do if
joining the officer’'s club were truly a "free choice" decision.
Options were I WOULD DEFINITELY JOIN, I WOULD FRORARLY JOIN,
DEFENDING ON LOCATION AND CLUE FROGRAM, I MIGHT OR MIGHT NOT
JOIM, I WOULD FROBARLY NMOT JOIN, AND I WOULD DEFINITELY NOT JOIM.
The results below combine the first two and the last two options.

WOULD JOIN: S0.774 (all) 3S52.87% (pilots)
DEFENDS: 30.9%Z (all) 28.5% (pilots)
WOULD NOT JOIN: Q.04 (all) 9.8%4 (pilots)
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§. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA [Read AFR 36-10 carefully before filling in any ltem)

1. NAME (Laat, First, Middle Initial)

2.33M ©
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§. PERICO OF REPOART
From: _ } Thru:

. NO. DAYS SUPERVIZION 7. REASGN
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ttl. JOB DESCRIPTION 1.0UTY TITLE:
2. KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPONSIBILITIES:

lV IMPACTY ON MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT

V. PERFORMANCE FACTORS

DOESNOT
MEET STANDARDS

MLETS
STANDARDS

1 Job Knowledge
Hag knowledge required to pertorm duties ettectively,
Strives to improve that knowledge.

2. teadership Skills
Sets and enfores standards. Works well with others,
Fotters teamwork. Displays intiative  Seif.confident.

3. Professional Qualities
Extubits foyalty, disupline, dedication, integnty, and honesty.

is fair and objective,

Adheres t0 Arr Force standards. Accepts personal responsibility.

4. Organizational Skills i
Plans, coordinates, schedules, and uses resources effectively.
Meets suspenses.

5. judgment and Oecisions

Makes umely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logk in
decision making. Retanns composure in stressful situations.
Recognizes oppontunities. Requires minimal supervision

6. Communication Skills
Listens, speaks, and writes effectively.

AF Form 7078, AUG 88
Figure3-3. AF Form 707B (Front).
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the rater 10 review his or har evaluation, You may not direct s changs in tha evalustion. 1f you still dizagres with the rater, mark “NON
. CONCUR” and explain. You msy include recommendstions for gugmentation or essignment.
. Reviswer, Corsfuily seview the rater s and eoditiona! rater s ratings snd comments. |f their svaiuations &re accurste, unbissed andd unin
. fisted, mark the form CONCUR™ and ugn the form. If you disagres with previcus evelustors, you may #3k them to review thau svalus-
) tions, You msay aot direct them 1o changs their eppraisals. I you stll disegrae with the addtional sster, mark ‘NONCONCUR™ and
K explain in Saction VItI, Do not uts "NONOONCUR" simply to provide commants on ths report.

AF Formn 7078, AUG 88 [Reverse)

Figure 3—4. AF Form 707B (Reverse).
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AFFENDIX 3 °

SAMFLE ACADEMIC OUTLIRE
LLIEUTENANTS FROFESSIONAL DEVELOFMENT FROGRAM (LFDF)

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND (TAC)

HOUR SUBJECT DESCRIPTION (Instructor)
1 INTRODUCTION TO LFDF (Wing Commander or squiv)
- Officership defined
~  What does Officership mean in TAC?

- Relabtiaonship to "Institutionalism" and military service as
a "calling" rather than a Jjob

- What we will cover during the rest of LFDF

—-— UWho will beach——Experienced and successful officers
and NCOs from this organization

-~ Your preparation——Limited reading, lots of discussion
=z THE LIEUTEMANT 'S FLACE IN THE TAC OFFICER CORFE (Wing DO)
-~  Conecept of MAJCOM and wnit identity
~—  Daefined by mission
—— Explanation of TAC and Wing missions
~  Jmpot-bance of junior officer in TAC
- Number of people supervised by lieutenants

~—  Number of primary mission weapon systems controlled by
lieutenants

e

WHAT ARE OUR ROOTSY (Active duty or retired senior officer
with interest in military history)

- Evolution of military officer corps
-~  Furpose of separate corps

-— Relationship to social class—-historical perspective

S9
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——-— The British regimental system
———  The Frussian officer corps and General Staff
--—  The American concep% of the citizen-soldier
- Development of the Americ;n—Of{icer corps
-— Esgtablishment of military academies
-— Frofessional establishment vs the Reserves militia)
COMMISSIONING QQTH (Active duty or retired senior ofticer)
- Same for all US officers
-~ Similar io enlistment oath but with key differences
~  Supporting the Constitution
-~  know what it says about separation of powersz, etc

~——  PFust support civilian leadershaip despiles pe2irrsonal
views (Horth, Foindeuxter)

~ Take obligation freely
~— No officer is drafted—-—CSAF says we only need to
volunteer once--path becomes commitment to serve under
any and all circumstances
- UWzll and fai1thfully dischargs duties of office
~--  Enow what the duties of the office are
-—  Carry them out for good of services, not yourselt
———  Get your priorities in order now
LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (Staff Judge Advocate)

~ Commission means giving up many legel elements of
citizenship to better serve the citizenry

-~  Both UCHMJ and civil law apply

-— Limits on political activity (Haftch Act)

-—  Individual actions speak for entire institution
~~—  You are your unit, TAC, and the Air Force

- FRole as officer males consequences of mistakes tougher




—-— Drug abuse, DWI, homose:uality, poor work habits,
disrespect to nation or, i-ts representatives often
accepted in civilians

—-—= Not tolerated in military, particularly among
officers who set example and enforce rules

1) UFHOLDING STANDARDS (Seniotr line commander)
—~ Responsibility of leaders in all walks of life

=— Most true for military since rest of country sees us
as entity which they pay to protect their security

-—— B8Solid, consistent standards of behavior inspire
confidence

——  Outward appearance makes strong impression
~ PFrofessional officers must do three things

--  know rules of appropriate behavior, dress, courtesy,
professional conduct, strict personal integraty

—-—= Enforce it in subordinates
~—— FPFractice what they preach on and off duty
7 ROLE IN CIVILIAR COMMUNITY (Base Commander)
~ US officer has two lives

—=  dMember of unique, semi-closed military sociebty with
sbrong, narrow traditions and ways of doing thing=s

== Membor of diverse, ever-changing civilian communi iy
-~ Must deal wikh both worlds

-~  Foster and supporit special valuwes of military officer
corps

~—— Faternalism-—"AF takes care of its own"

-—— Unit sncial cohesion, support of OFficers Club
—-~  Interact with civilian community

-—=  lost officers live off-base
-—— Spouses work outside military sphere

—-——  Civic i1nvolvement reflects well on military

-~ When 2 lives conflict, military must come first
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8 AIR FORCE INSTITUTIONAL VALUES (Active duty or retired senior
officer) ’

=~ Integrity is key to being professional military officer

—~ Honesty breeds trust, and trust is essential to get
Job done in peace or war

—- (Officer’'s word should be hizs/hzt bond
==  Troopz.vwon 't work/fight for officer they don’t itrust

—=~= They recaognizes and copy corner-cutting, square-
Tilling, pencil whipping, wnprofessionzl behavior

-— Hon-military society assumes all milikary officers ~of
like ~ou

———  ERzluctant to entruzt Lasr ol
tdastructive wespons to p i
zhandards

a wrkh lovare pthical

Y
]
T

= A1l come into military with ditferent rxluesz, bub all aeed
ecepi 2ingle seb af values Lo Looil.zod

-~  Hard word is rewarded

== Do it because it 's right, not becsuse 1675 easy
-— fGood of the team more wmporitant than good ot the
m2mber
7 UORE THG RELATIONSHIFS~-TOTAL FORCE ‘CZenyar MO on biases

-  Horiing with other members of the Total Force
-~ FRole of DAF Civilianz 1n TAC
~-— FRole of AFRes, ANG in support of TAC mizsion

1o WORE ING RELATIONSHIFS-SUBORDINATES iSenior HCO zupervisor)

- Uhat subordinates expect in a junior sup2rvisor
-—  Integrity
-— Job Enowledge .
-~ Fairness
~— Leadership

—— Honest feedback




- Interest in their welfare
==  BRackup when they’'re right
—-—-  Goarrection when they ' re wrong
--  Recognition of their worth to the team
- Hhat all enlisted membars expect of a junior officer
== Integrity
~~ Falrness

== lLeadership

. v - Fespect furr their rank and experience
11 VUL THG 1REL.AT LUMSHTFS--FRATERNIZATION (Senior Enlisted
Cudsed g
~  braternt: «ti1on defined
o ipRliies bt relationships w1?h withear ze.
- Dore Lomabe up yowr own definition
- Serious CONSaqUances
~- HMeke= 1t hard o do your job as an officer
=~ In<ers fasmritism
e Can sppear sexist
- T asre mission accomplishment
- dn oadaanst AF zpelicy dand UCMT
lompt wng for young officer and young airman to relate
wueially--many gengrational things in common
== AL least one key bthing different--you are an officor!
y JZ2-3% ol OFFICER 15 AN OFFICER (Senior officer with jo.
eupeb iencel
- - Blrucwure ond roles of officer corps in Army, Navy, HMarine

' Corps
—==  Joinbt activities in which TAC personnel participate
~ Kkoles of various Air Force officer specialties in TAC

-— Raled




-—  Moan-rated Ops
-~ Mission Support

-— Mofessional Medical, JAG, Chaplaincy)

14 HOW TO EBE A GOOD LIEUTENANT ot WHAT THE CHTEF OF STAFF
EXFELTS (AND DOESN'T EXFECT) OF YOU (General officer or Winyg
DF)

= FPFrimary responsibility is to learn. job specially
-~ Also develop leadership abilities

- Development outside TAC does not begin until you malke
vaplbatn—--8quadron O+ficer School

-- Designed to improve your bility o funchion as o
captain

= (Fficer Evaluation Svabem
==  Fertformance feedback
- O+fficer Performance Report
== Fronotion Recommendation

- You do bast job possible appropriate for your grade, Air
Force will take care of you

=15 LEADERSHIF-—REY TO SUCCESS AS A FRUFESLIDNMAL OFFICER (Active
duty or retired officer with combatbt leadership experience)

~ Every officer must be a leader zometine
= Elenents of leadership
-— QConcept (princirles, attributes, types)
-~ fApplication
—-——  Lessons learned in hattle »
~= Beliefs, values and ethics--conflicls they con cause
~=  Character .
~~  linowledge
-- PFroblem solving

-— Communicating
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e e

Evaluating

Motivating

THE ESSENCE OF OFFICERSHIF

- e

Lest of combat (Lance 8ijan)

Freparation at Air Force Ncademy

=== Training and experiences much like yours
s combat %1yer in Southeast Asia

As FOW

-=~  Total adherence to professional military values
despite injuries and toerbture

-—  Altenpts to escape

~——  f(raEpiration to others

Death and bransformnation into Ailr Force symbol
besl of o lifetine (A W. Greelyy

Litetine dedicated bo service bo country unbrokben in
war, peacetime, and retirement

~=—= 47 years in Army {enlisted in voluntesrs in 1851,
retired a Regular major general in 1208)

fidhered Lo same principles in field and political
N ST i P2 R0

e Wounded twice in Civil Wer

= Gommended black troops and supported civil rights
ab evary opportunity

———  Bhared incredible hardships with his troops on
fAroclic expedition

——-=  Refused to use subsequent fame for profit
(never accepted a fee for any lecture or
promotion’

—== VYell-known integritby made him confidant of
presidents and politicians of all stripes

——— Eztahlished first US military air arm

——== _RBilly Mitchell called him "greatest single
influence on my life"




—-——  Active in civic affairs from retirement to death
at 23, never sought political office

-—=  Virtually unknown today
19-235  WING COMMAMDER'S FREFERENCE

~ 2 to 3 hours to be used ot discretion of commaender to
covelr any local issue ioportant to lisubtenants

-=  Could expand.l or more of cther 18 hours using Jocal
unit situations or examples
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